
-NOTES AND DISCUSSIONS.
MB. LBWBs'a DOOTRHCB OP BKNBIBILrrT.1

Mr. Lewes'e Physical Basis of Mind has already been subjected to
searching criticism in the pages of this journal But we trust that the
importance of the subject may be held to justify a few farther remarks
on his view of Sensibility, Sentience, Sensation,—the various aspects
of Feeling,—giving as it does the key to his position in reference to
the question of the forces that determine animal action.

Shortly stated, Mr. Lewes's view seems to be the following :—That
Sensibility is the property of combining and grouping stimulations;
that it belongs specially to nerve-centres, but to these in whatever
part of the organism they are present; that the sensory reactions,
when numerous and consentient, are attended by consciousness (the
function of the organism as a whole), but that this ia no invariable
mark of sentient states ; and that sentience as such, whether conscious
or unconscious, is ̂ radically distinct from mechanical force in all its
forms.

From this statement it appears that Mr. Lewes gives to the terms
Sensibility and Consciousness a mainly physiological value. To this
in itself no objection can be made; for, though it may be a question
whether he does not thereby add to the confusion and ambiguity of
language which he himself deplores as a bar to the progress of
psychology, he is of course entitled to UBe terms in any sense in which
he defines them. But it is quite legitimate to remark that, on this
view, Sentience has not the character of a fact or phenomenon; no
account can be given of its nature; it can be described merely through
the effects which it produces and the source whence it springB. Hence,
no doubt, comes tho lame and tautological character of some of Mr.
Lewes's explanations,—as that " the reaction of a sensory organ—
called by the physiologist a sensation—is always a sentient phenome-
non," and that " it is the physiological reaction of the living organism
which constitutes sensation" (pp. 193, 420). Farther, it is of more
importance to observe that, on this view, Sensibility is merely an en-
dowment of nerves, equally physical with any other which belongs to
them as part of the material framework of animal life. This, indeed,
Mr. Lewes would be far from allowing. He dwells on the distinctions
between organisms and machines, and finds the two to be essentially
different. But the difference which he finds, he cannot, it seems to us,
account for. The questions discussed in his third and fourth essays are
—What is the character of reflex action ? and—May animal action in
general be regarded as the result of purely physical processes 1 These
questions he answers by pointing to Sensibility as the motive power
peculiar to animal organisms. He says in effect: All animal action
is reflex, but, even when unconscious, it is the result of sensibility, of
vital force residing in the organism,—it is a sentient, not a physical,

1 This Note (by the daughter of the late Sir William Hamilton of
Edinburgh) was in type before the death of Mr. Lewes.—ED.
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phenomenon. And, since even unconscious actions are due to the
operation of Feeling, much less can it be affirmed that those which
evidently spring from it are the result of merely physical processes.
But Mr. Lewes's conception of sentience as wider than and not
implying consciousness, renders ineffectual his denial of the automatic
character of animal action. For what is the essence of a mechanism t
Is it not that the source of action is external—that the sequence of
acts is determined from without t And, as long as action is so deter-
mined, and all results are produced by external force, is it of much
moment whether the mechanism be of one kind or another, organic or
inorganic ? A plant has life, a stone has none ; but we deny that the
one can in any real sense act more than the other. That the pro-
cesses of animal action are to.a great extent mechanical is allowed
by alL But on the automatic theory they are nothing but mechani-
cal, there is no such thing as spontaneity in animal life.

Thus the very matter in question is the source of impulse ; and, if
that be traced to any material agency, it matters not that it be called
sensibility,—the conception is equally a mechanical one. We fail,
therefore, to see that Mr. Lewes's theory, in replacing a mechanical by
an organic view of the production of action, or rather in setting up a
sensitive instead of a material mechanism, differs in any essential
respect from that against which he contends ; or that the word
sensitive has any particular value, when sensibility is reduced to a
purely vital property, and the springs of action are traced to the
harmonious play of parts in a complicated organism. Similarly,
on Mr. Lewes's prevailing conception, his denunciation of the
"exclusion of sensibility from the actions classed as reflex" seems
an elaborate strife about words : for what, after all, is the difference
of any moment that separates him from his opponents J Both sides
have to account for the fact that, under the influence of external
stimuli, complex acts are performed by animals which have suffered
serious and extensive mutilation of the nervous system. Both hold
the effects observed to be the result of neural processes. Both regard
these processes as unconscious. Only the one calls them sentient,
the other insentient—the one mechanical, the other organic. Where
else than in the names lies the difference 1 Mr. Lewes refers to a
number of cases as evidence of sense-guidance in the absence of the
brain. But, if sentience be merely the power of combining
stimulations, how are the effects of sense-guidance to be discriminated ?
That the stimulations are combined, and so as to resemble the effects of
sense-guidance, is allowed by alL The very question to be answered
is : How are they combined ? By physical properties, or by the sense
of pleasure and pain, or by intelligence ?

But, while Mr. Lewes's view of sensibility and consciousness is
mainly physiological, it would be inaccurate and misleading to
represent him as keeping out of view the mental elements which they
undeniably possess. According to him, sensibility, though itself a
property of nerves, has in sentience a " subjective side " or " psycho-
logical equivalent," which is "the substance of all knowledge".
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Consciousness, while physiologically a function of the organism, is,
" strictly speaking, a psychological, not a physiological, term," and
designates either all psychic states or that class of such states which is
attended by a reflected feeling of attention. And, if it be objected
that such attempts to give to the same phenomenon intellectual and
physical attributes, and to place it at once in the spheres of mind and
matter, involve a fatal contradiction, Mr. Lewes is ready to reply that
this, on the contrary, is the very foundation of his theory; his view of
sentience being merely an application of the more comprehensive theory
of " the twofold aspect," on which he explains the connexion between
mind and matter, by supposing that, not only the neural process and
the conscious state, but soul and body, nay, all that is physical and
all that is mental, are related to each other as respectively objective
and subjective phases of one underlying reality.

Mr. Lewes makes much use of the terms " subjective " and " objec-
tive," and claims by their aid to have solved one of the most difficult of
metaphysical problems. But they are proverbially dangerous—apt to
rend any system into which they have without due care been
introduced: and, even as philosophical terms with a definite and
recognised meaning, it appears to us that Mr. Lewes is not sufficiently
guarded and precise in his manner of using them.

"When we distinguish various aspects of any reality, we imply that
we are face to face with some object, which in certain of its attributes
remains unaltered, while in others it varies according to the point from
which we regard it. The thing in its essence does not change; our
relation to it is what changes. So much for aspects in general In
regard to the particular aspects in question, the terms " subjective " and
" objective " relate to knowledge or thought, and to that alone :—they
have no mraning save in reference to an act of intuition or conscious
experience, which has as its poles the two correlative elements of the
subject, or that which knows, = self, and the object, or that which is
known, •= not-self. The reality implied in subjective and objective
aspects is the content of such an act of intuitive knowledge, which is
regarded subjectively as a mode of self, objectively as a quality of not-
self. But, because the reality is one, this content, whatever it be,
must remain the same under the opposite aspects which by turns it
presents; i.e., what is considered, now subjectively, now objectively,
must be the very same datum, one in time, in antecedent conditions,
in all relations save that which it is conceived to hold to the subject
and the object of the act of knowledge.

Now, all these conditions are violated in Mr. Lewea'a application of
the contrast of subjective and objective aspects. When, e.g., he calls
a conscious state or a change in feeling the subjective aspect of a
neural process, he both assigns a subjective aspect to that (neural pro-
cess) which can have none, because it is not the content but the object
of an intuition, and designates as subjective and objective aspects of
the same reality the data of separate and distinct acts of knowledge.
When two things are subjective and objective phases of the same, we
cannot have the one without the other, or do away with the one without,
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ipso facto, doing away with the other. But here we can undoubtedly
- have the one without the other, since the apprehension of a neural
process is no conveyance of the corresponding sensation, nor vice vered.
In fact, the two never are apprehended together; and so far are
sensation and the nervous system, soul and body, the mental and the
material, from being indissolubly bound up in the same act of
experience, that each is only remotely connected with the other by a
chain of reasoning. Whereas in the case, eg., of colour, where the
material quality and the visual sensation are unquestionably objective
and subjective phases of the same, the coloured surface and the
affection of the organ of sight are absolutely simultaneous, and
determined by identical conditions : in fact they are the very same
thing, which is only diversely thought about Liberty and law are
simply various aspects, because your liberty is my law differently
expressed.

Mr. Lewes's plea (p. 403) for the admission of Consciousness as " a
factor in the so-called conscious and voluntary actions," affords an
example of the misleading effect of making aspecta, or the relations of
knowledge, convertible with the relations of existence. It is argued
that,, though consciousness is a purely subjective process, yet, because
subjective and objective processes are but two faces of one reality,
feeling is justly said to determine action. But two such faces must
remain apart as eternally as parallel lines, and action, as that which is to
be expressed in terms of matter and motion, can no more be determined
by a purely subjective consciousness than can such a consciousness be
determined by the movements of mattor through space. If conscious-
ness be an aspect, it cannot be a factor,—any more than the convex
surface is a factor in the production of the concave; and, if conscious-
ness in this manner accompany molecular changes, it can no more
affect the character of the series than the colour of a row of balls in
motion can tell upon the force of their mutual impact

It appears, then, that Mr. Lewes's theory of Sensibility lies open to
grave objections. It does not satisfactorily account for the phenomena
with which it deals; it cannot hold elements which yet it is compelled
to admit We thence draw an argument in favour of the purely
psychological view, according to which sensation is a form of
consciousness, and consciousness another name for immediate know-
ledge. But if consciousness be knowledge, even of the lowest and
most rudimentary kind, it cannot be a mere organic process or a
function of the organism; it must imply a self. That is, knowledge
is not interpretable without reference to self. It is this reference that
is implied in Mr. Lewes's account of it as the function of the organism.
as a whole. But the unity of the ground and source of consciousness
cannot be explained as the mere harmonious action of parts. We
come to connect our consciousness with the organism, but what is given
in it directly is states— of that which, when known, (but this it need
not be and very generally is not), is known as self. It is quite
certain that in no conscious state, of whatever kind, have wo the
direct suggestion of a consentience of organic parts, while in
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reflectively conscious states we cannot help being aware of " I " as
thinking or feeling. Mr. Lewes says:—" The organism is in its
objective aspect a physiological mechanism, in its subjective aspect a
psychological mechanism ". What is " a psychological mechanism " 1
Psychology knows nothing of mechanism. It has to do exclusively
with states of feeling, of volition, of thought These may or may not
be produced by mechanical agency, but we must pass beyond psyoho-
logy in order even to try to ascertain the fact

The recognition of its conscious character yields a much more
intelligible account of sentience than Mr. Lewes is able to give.
Whereas he can define Feeling only through its results and its source,
states of feeling as conscious become the simplest and dearest of facts,
known with a directness and certainty beyond that of any other order
of facts. Feeling, under the two heads of sense and emotion, becomes
a general term for all conscious states in which self is preponderantly
passive and subject to impression, and in which there is the
qualitative apprehension of a state. Of course there are many stages
of consciousness,—e.g., that of molluscs and that of men,—and in
these Feeling appears very variously combined with other elements ;
but in itself it is throughout the same.

Mr. Lewes cannot on his view consistently explain how Feeling
determines action—how what is subjective passes into the objective
sphere. From the other point of view, Feeling is a spring of action
through the excitation of desire under the sense of pleasure and pain.
Doubtless, also, it is from overlooking the reference of consciousness
to self that Mr. Lewes seems to deny any essential distinction between
voluntary and involuntary actions.

We would reiterate that only through the recognition of the self
involved in consciousness can the controversy against the doctrine of
animal automatism be carried on to clear, broad, and well-defined
issues. Self is the only really spontaneous source of activity; nothing
else yields any valid ground of escape from the mechanical conception
of life. Mr. Lewes seeks (p. 407) to prove that " consciousness ia
legitimately conceived aa a factor in the so-called conscious and
voluntary actions," and that the animal organism is not to be classed
among machines, on the ground that " the collateral product of one
movement becomes a directing factor in the succeeding movement,
—that being precisely what no automaton can effect, unless for
changes that are pre-arranged ". But, in the first place, it is of the
essence of a machine that the product, direct or collateral, of one
movement should by pre-arrangement give rise to the next movement,
and Mr. Lewes assumes that the particular collateral product which he
lias in view does so impromptu. In the second place, that product
(sensation) does not —he himself allows that it cannot—itself give
rise to succeeding movements ; for the same experience which assures
us of the sensation of heat or moisture or roughness, excited, e.g., by
the motion of the hand over a surface, assures us that the direction of
that motion is changed not by this sensation but by ourselves under
its influence.
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This evidence, therefore, fails to prove the conclusion which it was
meant to establish; but, on the other hand, it unquestionably im-
plies the element of self ignored by Mr. Lewes. Again, that element
is implicitly recognised in the appeal to consciousness which Mr.
Lewes makes aa a last resort in his contention against the automatic
theory, and which, as was formerly remarked in MIND, " is somewhat
confounding when it comes from him ". The very term " subjective,"
so constantly employed by Mr. Lewes, if meaningless apart from
knowledge, is equally meaningless unless knowledge be conceived as
a relation between self and not-self. Without allowing that there
are " the strongest reasons for concluding that every feeling, every
change in sensibility, is the subjective aspect of an objective organic
change," we note here and elsewhere the repeated application of a
word which binds Mr. Lewes to the recognition of an element not
allowed for in his theory. When Mr. Lewes tries to prove that
all actions are reflex and all sentient, by adducing evidence of sense-
guidance from the behaviour of animals which have been decapitated
or deprived of their cerebrum, he is again driven to an implicit
recognition of the mental character of sensation. For this evidence
does not prove sentience without proving & great deal more than he
allows to enter into sentience. >As Mr. Lewes gives no signs by
which to discriminate sentience in itself, he can show it present
only along with volition and intelligence as well as consciousness,
and is driven to what he himself feels to be the absurdity of claiming
the power of choice for headless reptilea His signs of sentience are
really signs of consciousness.

It appears to us that Mr. Lewes makes good his contention that
the brain is "not to be looked on as exclusively the organ of sensa-
tion,-—that no one part of the organism is in itself the exclusive seat
of sensation. But, while his position is—"not the brain but all
nerve-centres," ours would be—" not the brain and not nerve-centres
at all, are primarily and exclusively the seat of sensation". If
individuality be the root and principle of sentient life, the brain
may be the organ of sensation, as (what Mr. Lewes calls it) " the
centre of centres," fitted, by its connexion with every part of the
nervous system, to be the physical counterpart and medium of the
y/rvxv- I* i8 because this communication of individuality must be
impaired by loss of the brain, that we are led to suppose the physical
properties of the nervcus system to suffice, under stimulation, for the
production of the effects observed. Besides, the comparative unim-
portance of the brain in certain forms of animal life may chiefly,
perhaps, indicate the low type exhibited in these forms, even when
the organism is in its normal state.

Thus, while holding with Mr. Lewes that Feeling is a force, we
venture to differ from him both as to its real relations and as to the
mode of its operation, and to assert that his account of these is not
such as to remove the confessed difficulties of the subject, or to be
accepted as finally sufficient

E. HAMU/TON.
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